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A WORD OF PROTEST 
MUST CHRISTIANS ABANDON THEIR HISTORIC FAITH? 



JOHN ALFRED FAULKNER 
Drew Theological Seminary, Madison, N.J. 



Within the last three or four years the American Journal of Theology 
has published several articles in the interest of liberal theology (I use 
the words "liberal" and "conservative" in their technical or artificial 
use, which will be understood as I proceed), in which conservatives have 
been treated without gloves as "obscurantists," "unscientific," as 
adherents of a dying or dead faith, a faith that is left behind or outworn 
in the progress of "science." They have even been challenged either 
to come out and ally themselves with the Roman Catholics, where they 
belong, or to embrace the new semi-Unitarianism which is so popular 
just now. I have read these articles with great interest and with admira- 
tion for the aggressiveness of the liberals, who propagate their new faith 
with all the zeal of converts, though with a little wincing now and then 
at the superior tone and bold frankness with which I and my brethren 
who still cling to the substance of the faith of our fathers are character- 
ized. I have been waiting for some one in the systematic theology chairs 
to send to the editors a statement on the other side, but these professors 
seem to be dumb, so far as this Journal is concerned. I therefore for 
the moment leave my Fach, and modestly offer a few thoughts neces- 
sarily brief and imperfect in extenuation of the fault of still holding 
to the main lines of the faith once for all delivered to the saints. 

What is that faith? You might call it the common faith of all 
Christian churches till within the last score of years or less. It is the 
faith of the New Testament, or to be more explicit, briefly that of the 
Apostles' Creed, or more fully that of the Nicene Creed (325), or sub- 
stantially let us say the Congregational Creed of 1883, or the Creed of 
the Presbyterian church of England of 1889, or the parts of those creeds 
held when they were drawn up by all Christians, or better still the new 
creed proposed for the organic union of the Presbyterian, Congrega- 
tional and Methodist churches of Canada, and adopted by the repre- 
sentatives of those churches in 1908. It would include such doctrines 
as the Unity of God, the Trinity, the Deity of Christ, the fact of sin, 
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the atonement, salvation through faith in Christ, the inspiration of 
Scripture, and rewards and punishments after death. It is the common 
doctrinal denominator of all Protestant churches and partly of Catholic. 
It is held against us as a reproach that some things for which we stand 
are believed by Catholics, but we would feel it a harder lot still if we 
were compelled to reject a truth because they also receive it. Some- 
times in a spirit of complacency or exultation "modern" is placed 
over against "mediaeval" (for instance, it is said that Luther was essen- 
tially a mediaevalist) ; but I hold that all centuries and all lands are 
truth's fatherland, and I hail with joy a witness of the fourth century 
or the fourteenth who saw the truth and bore testimony to it. The 
things for which we stand as Christians are not matters of almanacs, 
and we must not fear to reject an error because it was published yester- 
day or receive a truth because Thomas Aquinas uttered it. I wish our 
liberal friends would keep to the main issue, and save our feelings in 
the matter of "modern" and "mediaeval." 

In regard to the doctrine of the Trinity when did science discover 
it to be false? What new principle promulgated under that august 
auspices has relegated the Trinity to the lumber-room ? It is no longer 
possible to believe that the personality of God is a rich and complex 
one, existing in a social organism of deep and-varied life, which in the 
terms of revelation is expressed — for lack of better words — as Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit (called "Persons," again for lack of a better word, 
but not at all persons in the ordinary sense, Christianity not being 
responsible for inadequate words), this richness of nature thus expressed 
being not simply a figure or an attribute, but a part of the eternal 
substance of the Infinite One — is it, I say, no longer "scientific" to 
believe this with Christianity, or must we say with Mohammedanism 
that God is one only in a non-Trinitarian sense ? Has not science been 
inclined to push back the boundaries of mystery in the dim regions of 
personality ? Is there not a larger field of investigation than hitherto, 
and a more perplexing one? What about those strange phenomena, 
duplex and triple personalities ? When, I repeat, did science find out 
that there can be no Trinity in God ? I do not speak of the fact that 
the Trinity is inwoven in the Christian revelation, that in some form 
it has been the faith of Christians from the beginning till now, that it 
and it only both satisfies and explains their deepest experience, that it 
is the ever-living spring of their activities as Christians. I do not speak 
of all this, though all this is a part of the facts with which science will 
have to deal when it comes to touch this field. 
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Now remember that the church is not responsible for the explana- 
tions of individual thinkers. She is only responsible for the fact revealed 
in her Book and in her life that in Father, Son, and Spirit she has Lord, 
Savior, and Lifegiver. The explanations may help or they may hinder, 
but faith in the Trinity does not stand or fall with them. She may say 
with Augustine that the "Holy Spirit is the love wherewith the Father 
loves the Son and the Son loves the Father" (De Trin. 6:5), it being 
understood that the love of the Father for the Son is really also the love 
of the Father for the objects of his own thought, that is, for his creatures. 
We are not tritheists. "A word conceived in the mind," says Thomas 
Aquinas (Summa Theol. I, qu. 34, art. 3), "is representative of every- 
thing which is understood in that act. Whence in us there are different 
words, according as we understand different things. But because God 
understands himself and everything else in one act, his one Word is 
expressive not alone of the Father but even of his creatures." We may 
express the so-called Persons of the Trinity as the Power of God, the 
Wisdom of God, the Will or Love of God, understanding by these not 
simply qualities, much less appearances or modes which can be assumed 
one after the other (Sabellianism), but essential elements or subsistences 
existing in a large rich social unity and diversity in the life of the Eternal. 
Historically we might express it this way: There was the revelation 
of God according to personal and national appetencies in pre-Christian 
times; there was his revelation by the incarnation in Jesus in and 
through and for his Son, and there was and is his revelation in the 
onward progress of truth and love by the Spirit. The church is not 
bound to formulas, like Trinity, Generation, Procession, but only to 
the truth which they express. When the formula has had its day and 
has served its purpose and can no longer be understood ("the most 
subtle philosopher and the most profound theologian," said von Dol- 
linger, "cannot explain the difference between 'generation' and 'pro- 
cession' in the 'generation of the Son' and the 'procession of the Spirit,' " 
[Exp. 1890, 425-26]), let it pass. But the truth does not pass. And it 
is important that we should not let it pass — what God did and said by 
his Son and what he is doing and saying today by his Spirit. 

As to the divinity of Christ, when has science discovered that he 
is less divine than he was in 1883 when the Congregational Creed de- 
clared: "And [we believe] in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, 
who is of one substance with the Father; by whom were all things 
made" (Schaff, Creeds, 4th ed., Ill, 911) ? Have any new facts been 
found showing any defects in his character or teaching, or any possible 



A WORD OF PROTEST 439 

points on which we could get hold and say, Ah, now I know that he 
was not divine, but a man only ? If so, what are they, and who dis- 
covered them? Is it more "modern" to think of him as a mere 
man, a x "'"* or ^i\os avOpmros? But that is an ancient trick (Hip., 
Phil. 10:23 al.19). Or as a man endowed with divine power? Theaccom- 
plished courtier and minister of the fair Zenobia made that a common- 
place with some. Has the criticism of the gospels destroyed the Chris- 
tian view ? But he is as divine in all essential things in Mark as he 
is in John, and President Mullins in his remarkable article on "The 
Modern Issue as to the Person of Christ" in Rev. and Exp. (Louisville, 
January, 1911, 15-16) says that in the supposed document Q, which 
some think lies back of Matthew, we find him fully portrayed in this 
transcendental garb. Did Paul invent the doctrine? He found it. 
He differed with the older Christians on some points, but not on this. 
They threw some things in his face, but not this. His Christology he 
never had to defend. What, then, has modern science found which 
makes Christ less Redeemer, Savior, and Lord ? Does he not still save 
from sin? Ask the Salvation Army. They are bringing the hardest 
cases to him — yes, to him, not simply to God the Father, all the time. 
Is he not still casting the demons out ? Ask the Water Street Mission, 
or Callanan on the Bowery. Is he not still mediating with absolute 
certainty all the fulness of the Godhead to men, all the fulness they can 
stand ? Not only so, do not all Christians — speaking generally— find 
in him their perfect and their only ideal of God, so that if they were 
asked to define God they could not do it except in the terms of Christ ? 
All the time consciously or unconsciously the majestic personality of 
Christ would be coming into their thoughts, filling the whole horizon 
of their knowledge, and exhausting the content of the God with whom 
they have to do, the only God of whom they know or care. How is 
that? Does Wesley do that? Edwards? Has any new knowledge 
come to us which makes it not still a scientific induction that Christ has 
his roots in the eternal God, that his life flows out of that fountain with 
fulness marred and checked only by the merciful and necessary limita- 
tions of incarnation? As long as Christ is showing men the Father, 
as long as believing in him they have eternal life and know that they 
have it, as long as he is their life and light, their joy and hope and 
consolation, their first and last, their all and in all, as long as Christian 
experience finds him the sure and perfect Mediator and Savior, will it 
not be a fair inference still scientific and modern to hold him divine ? 
Then there is the question of miracles. What a stumbling-block 
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to the "modern" man, this petted child of ninteeen centuries of Chris- 
tian progress! He does not need miracles. To him they are almost 
an impertinence. Well, let it be so. He does not need the chair on 
which he sat when a child. It would be a stumbling-block now. But 
should he despise it therefore ?, Were not his parents wise in furnishing 
it? What if in certain stages of civilization in the child life of the 
race, God thought it wise in order to awaken and stimulate dull and 
crude minds to faith and holiness to provide these lowly helps, these 
striking manifestations of his presence, of his love and righteousness ? 
Has modern science proved that that is unreasonable, that that is not 
in conformity with true ideas of God as a loving Father and a wise 
pedagogue? When no longer needed the special manifestations pass, 
as kindergarten implements are left behind. "But miracles have never 
happened and can never happen. Science shows that every thing is 
held within the rigid bonds of law." Since when ? Has science shown 
that there is no Personality behind the law, working in it and through 
it and beyond it? And if a Personality, can He not control law, or 
supersede it, or touch it to higher issues, or bring in another? Per- 
sonality is the miracle. Having that you have the possibility of all 
things. And then, is not the ordinary and the extraordinary event a 
manifestation of the one supreme Force, the one transcendent and 
immanent Power, who works all things, who is over all and in all? 
And if so, is not miracle just as natural in this larger view as the common- 
place thing? When did science prove the contrary, so that I as a 
modern man must throw overboard miracles? 

Besides, the supernatural is the very essence of the Christian religion 
— the incursion of a Higher Power into the ordinary sequences of our 
daily living, without which we could not attain salvation. That being 
conceded, all the miracles of Scripture follow as a matter of course: 
that is, if they are fitting, if they are historically congruous and neces- 
sary, if they show forth divine love, righteousness, and truth, if they 
are manifestations of a holy and beneficent purpose, revelation, and 
Person, and if they are organically related to a progressive economy 
of redemption. Speaking generally, the miracles of Scripture stand 
these tests. If not, they are worthless. Because always the purpose, 
the revelation, the Person, the truth are greater, are far more important 
than the mere earthly manifestation, whether miraculous or otherwise. 
For this reason all miracles conceivable could not convince us of the 
supreme truth, for instance, of Mohammedanism, and it would require 
no miracle to convince us of certain relative truths in it. But it is 
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the glory of our religion that its miracles come in certain historical 
junctures, serve necessary pedagogical ends, and are so fitting and so 
religiously and ethically worthy, that — though in themselves unim- 
portant as external events alone — they have formed at the right time 
a unique demonstration of a unique Power at hand to save, to warn, 
to help, to serve now the cause of righteousness, now the cause of love. 
When the special form of the extraordinary event was no longer needed 
it lapsed of itself. But the Power, the supernatural Force for which 
Christianity stands, did not lapse. 

It is sometimes said that conservatives are not consistent, and are 
self-stultifying in holding to New Testament miracles but not to later 
ones. Even if they did so hold, they would not be necessarily incon- 
sistent with their principle that miracles serve a historic purpose in a 
historic order, and after that purpose and order have been served in the 
founding of Christianity, its supernatural sanctions manifest themselves 
in other ways. But as a matter of fact the charge is a mistake. Chris- 
tians do not deny post-apostolic miracles. There is evidence that even 
these external events kept up for three or four hundred years more or 
less, and the greater miracles of conversion, of religious power and 
sanctity were going forward all the time. A chief element in miracles 
is the faith of the recipient; when you have that a miracle is possible at 
almost any time. For this reason hundreds if not thousands of miracles 
took place around the shrine of Thomas Becket in Canterbury, whose 
genuineness that stanch liberal Dr. Edwin A. Abbott freely acknowl- 
edges. Not only so, he says that even at a distance from Canterbury 
the mere "vision or thought [of St. Thomas slain before the altar] 
resulted in a multitude of mighty works of healing, rescue from agony, 
restoration to peace and health" (St. Thomas of Canterbury. His Death 
and Miracles [London, 1898], II, 305). Who can tell the power of faith ? 
Who can tell the power of a human — not to say divine — person, or of 
even a great thought, to stir to more potent issues the sluggish physical 
forces which ordinarily bind this inestimable spirit ! I read the other day 
an opinion of Sir Oliver Lodge that there was nothing in modern science 
to discredit miracles, or words to that effect. It may be God's nemesis 
on our materialism, what Carlyle called our Dirt Philosophy, that he 
allows such a portentous imposture as Mary Eddyism, with its half 
truth, half error, to win thousands of people from the church by its 
perverted appeal to the all-conquering power of the spiritual. 

As to the atonement, it is only the fact for which the church stands, 
not theories. If the latter help to explain the fact, well and good, 
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and perhaps all of them do more or less. But if some Christians have 
no theories, but are simply content with the primitive church to say 
that " Christ died for our sins, according to the Scriptures," they cannot 
be blamed. But pray, has science made this faith untenable for the 
modern man ? Who is the scientist, and where is his demonstration ? 
The atonement is founded on these two facts: (i) sin and salvation 
from it, (2) the justice, holiness, and love of God. It is God's way to 
find a middle united channel for these two things. He found it in the 
life, death, resurrection, ascension, and mediatorial activity of his Son. 
Has science shown the contrary ? But God can forgive without atone- 
ment. Can he? If he could, would he not have done so? Can 
anyone forgive without atonement? Absolutely not one. For these 
Christian laws and facts and doctrines are not arbitrary, but are part 
of the universe, part of the nature of things. The universe is not 
founded on love alone, apart from righteousness, and that truth is 
voiced in the inmost consciousness of the race. Therefore no righteous 
man or woman ever forgives a transgressor, or ever can forgive a trans- 
gressor, without such a man or woman consciously or unconsciously 
offering up an atonement in the soul by love to justice, truth, and 
holiness. In some cases it is a via dolorosa, a cross, a miniature Calvary. 
The Christian atonement is only that same fact expressed from the 
divine side, historically and so to speak racially. Has the "modern" 
man found another way? Has science? 

The inspiration and authority of the Scriptures is also a burden to 
certain liberals. Here again the church stands only for the facts, not 
theological opinions. Have facts shown that the church's belief that 
in the Scriptures she has the word of God pre-eminently is an unfounded 
one ? (That does not mean that there are not other words of God in 
nature, history, literature, etc.) In any sacred books has God spoken 
so purely, with such ethical and religious depth, largeness, variety, 
beauty, truth, as in the Scriptures ? Has science gotten hold of such 
books? Does any other so "find" us, search us, shame us, cast us 
down, lift us up, ennoble us, purify us, and make us at once both more 
human and more divine ? Has any other book so true, complete, and 
rational a revelation as to man, sin, God, salvation, life, death, and 
the hereafter ? Is any other book the product of so unique a historical 
evolution bound up with redemption, preparatory in the Old Testament, 
flowering out in the New ? Is any other book connected with a religion 
which is of course greater than it because it produced it, a religion 
which saves the sinner and sanctifies the saint, which comforts the 
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troubled, and inspires the strong, which purifies society, humanizes law, 
and directs governments to beneficent ends? Has the modern man 
found another which is not separated by a wide gulf both in kind and 
degree from these Scriptures and this religion? These are the facts 
for which the church stands, not theories. And these facts make the 
authority of Scripture; these facts make it as a book a divine rule of 
faith and practice, make it that over against other books, other rules 
(if men in their low estate need a rule), over against tradition, ecdesi- 
asticism, popes, bishops, councils, conferences, creeds. Has modern 
enlightenment discredited this claim of the church? 

As to salvation through faith in Christ what new fight of science has 
rejected it? Who has discovered that the sinner who repents of his 
sins and believes on Christ for salvation is not a saved man ? " Do you 
wish to see his monument? Look around." The witnesses to this 
salvation are more than two or three. This faith and salvation may be 
mediated or helped by sacraments, by preaching, by fidelity to moral 
ideals, by education, by many things, or by nothing except 

Nothing in my hands I bring 
Simply to thy cross I cling, 

but I think that the " modern man " will find, if he seeks by a sufficiently 
wide induction, that this Christian doctrine of salvation works with 
the certainty of the law of gravitation. 

Finally, future rewards and punishments. The only difficulty here 
is their eternal duration. But this does not apply to the reward, to 
which no one objects because eternal. As to punishments, the church 
stands only for the fact, not for theories of theologians, in whose defense 
it must be said, however, that for the last twenty years or more they 
have been remarkably guarded and modest. But here again we must 
remark that we have to do with something more stubborn than Chris- 
tian teaching, viz., with the eternal laws of life. Sin brings deterioration 
of character, and that is its own hell. This deterioration tends to 
permanency, or if there is any change, nature tends to a still worse 
deterioration. So there you have life hand in hand with revelation 
saying to the sinner: "If today you hear his voice, harden not your 
hearts" ! Now with these facts, it strikes me that the church is not to 
be blamed if she refuses to paint the future of the transgressor in too 
rosy-colored hues. Years ago individual preachers used to try to pull 
some hardened souls out of the fire by too dramatic and overwrought 
descriptions, but considering the fearful words of Christ and apostles 
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the church in all utterances that might be considered official has been 
reticent on this subject, if not entirely silent. 

The above are the main doctrines believed in substance by the uni- 
versal church from apostolic times till today against which the " modern " 
man and the so-called liberal trains his guns. I hold that they are not 
only true, but that modern knowledge has not abated one jot or tittle 
of their appeal to him who loves truth more than words. Deeply 
imbedded in Scripture, revealed in Christian souls, verified by Christian 
experience, witnessed to by history, the spring of all kinds of Christian 
activity, rational, vital, they have proved themselves as true as any non- 
mathematical truth can prove itself. Scientific men say that science 
has nothing against them. Whether it has or not, if they are not true 
our Christian religion with its records is a huge imposture, to be rejected 
by every self-respecting man. So it seems to me. "Our partial knowledge," 
says an eminent geologist, Professor William North Rice, of Wesleyan 
University, in his learned, candid, and progressive-conservative book, 
Christian Faith in an Age of Science [New York, 1903], 411-12, "justifies 
the prophetic hope that no scientific discovery will contradict the essence 
of Christianity, and that the end of all questioning will be the re-estab- 
lishing of faith. For the scientific questions of our age and all ages 
touch not the central truth of Christianity that God was in Christ 
reconciling the world to himself. The inarticulate cry of universal 

humanity — 

An infant crying in the night, 

finds its interpretation and answer in Him through whom we see the 
Father. And to Him — 'the same yesterday and today and forever' 
— the laboring and heavy-laden bring their burdens of doubt and 
question, as of sorrow and sin, and find rest unto their souls." 



